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Dear Mr. Caton:

Re: GEN. Docket No. 90-314, Personal Communication Services

On April 28, Lyn Daniels, Jim Tuthill, and Alan Ciamporcero from Pacific Telesis met
with Robert Pepper, Don Gips, Michael Katz, and Greg Rosston, Office of Plans and
Policy, and Rudy Baca, Office of Commissioner Quello, regarding issues under
consideration in GEN. Docket No. 90-314. During the ex parte proceeding, we
discussed roaming and interconnection issues, and Pacific submits the attached
supplementary comments on those issues. Please associate this material with the above-
referenced proceeding.

Two copies of this notice are being submitted to the Secretary of the FCC in
accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission’s Rules.

Please stamp and return the provided copy to confirm your receipt. Please contact me
should you have any questions or require additional information concerning this matter.

Sincerely,
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WHY THE FCC SHOULD MANDATE ROAMING

The FCC should mandate that PCS providers have fair and
nondiscriminatory access to cellular analog out-of-territory
networks at any time and to cellular analog in-territory networks
during the 10-year build-out period. This policy will benefit
all customers because they will be able to use wireless services
wherever they are even at the beginning of the PCS service
offering. Absent such a policy, PCS providers will not have a
fair opportunity to compete with cellular providers which have a

ten to twelve year head start.

Market research and customer experience reveal that customers
demand to use their wireless telephone wherever they go. As
cellular networks have expanded across the nation, seamless
national "roaming" service has become available to cellular
wireless customers. The ability to roam is essential to public
acceptance of PCS and to its competitiveness with cellular
service. Without the ability to roam, PCS providers will only be
offering an "island" service which will compare very unfavorably
with cellular service and even with some of the Specialized
Mobile Radio Services that are developing. PCS providers,
however, may not be able to offer the necessary ubiquity that

will permit true competition with cellular service.



There are two reasons why the ubiquity that is necessary for
competition with cellular will be difficult to achieve. First,
PCS providers will take several years to complete their wide area
network construction. During this phase, unless they are able to
roam on existing cellular systems, PCS providers will not be able
to ensure ubiquitous service to their customers, resulting in
limited public acceptance of PCS. Secondly, competitive
consortium of cellular companies might form and create a
"blockage" to roaming out-of-territory. A consortium may choose
not to accommodate roaming customers from a PCS provider with
which they compete in the PCS provider's licensed service area
market. It could be to the consortium's economic advantage to
damage a PCS provider's competitive position in its home
territory by limiting the PCS provider's roaming options
out-of-territory. Cellular companies will have an advantage if
PCS provides "islands of coverage". Cellular carriers clearly
understand this potential market disadvantage that PCS providers

may have.

For example, Lee Cox, President of AirTouch, "estimated that it
will take PCS carriers seven or eight years to deploy networks as
ubiquitous as cellular and by that time cellular carriers will

have improved their networks even further."l

. Charles F. Mason, AirTouch Execs Say PCS Will Play Small
Role, Telephony, April 18, 1994, at 12.




When cellular service was introduced into the marketplace,
roaming was easily achievable for two reasons. First, there was
one technical standard for the delivery of cellular service, so
there were no significant technical barriers to roaming. Second,
there was no competition for cellular wireless mobile services.
Thus, it was in the cellular providers' best interest to enter
into roaming agreements to create a ubiquitous service. Roaming
would only enhance their service offerings. Cellular carriers
provided access to their networks in order to gain reciprocal
roaming agreements. However, as noted above, the current market
in wireless provides a great incentive for existing cellular
carriers to try to maintain their head start and to delay a
ubiquitous PCS offering for as long as possible. While other PCS
providers are also a source for roaming agreements, because they
will just be starting their service, they will not offer the
ubiquity that the current cellular providers offer. Thus, the

roaming that other PCS providers offer is less desirable.

A solution to this significant problem would be achieved by
allowing PCS providers to offer their customer access to wireless
service on cellular analog networks (AMPS). This would be done
by the use of a dual frequency/mode handset. Cellular companies
would benefit from the additional revenue from "PCS roamers"
while PCS customers would benefit by having access to a
ubiquitous wireless network service. This concept is similar to

the Commission's position on cellular head start through the



reselling of cellular service.? Because the service has now
evolved to a national basis, it is critical that PCS providers be
given a fair opportunity to compete with cellular providers which
have ten to twelve years head start. By doing so, the Commission
will enhance auction values and provide PCS an opportunity to

develop into a fully competitive service.

2 In the matter of Petitions for Rulemaking Concerning

Proposed Changes to the Commission's Cellular Resale Policies,
CC Docket No. 91-133, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Order,

6 FCC Rcd. 1719, para. 16, 1991 ("With respect to
facilities-based competitors in the cellular industry, one
important public interest reason for prohibiting resale
restrictions is to offset any competitive advantage one carrier
may have because it is granted a construction permit prior to its
competitor. Indeed, no one disputes the value of requiring
resale prior to the time the second carrier in the market begins
providing service to the public over its own facilities. 1If the
lag time is significant between the first and second carrier's
start of operations, the first carrier will have a significant
opportunity to expand its coverage area while the second one
builds out its system. Therefore, the rationale that supports
resale of a competitor's services can continue to exist even
after the second carrier's initial facility becomes
operational.... However, once the second carrier is fully
operational the rational for prohibiting resale restructions
between facilities-based licensees may cease to exist.") See
also 47 CFR. {22.914.




